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Substantial efforts and investments are being made to increase the scale and improve
the effectiveness of marine conservation globally. Though it is mandated by international
law and central to conservation policy, less attention has been given to how to
operationalize social equity in and through the pursuit of marine conservation. In this
article, we aim to bring greater attention to this topic through reviewing how social
equity can be better integrated in marine conservation policy and practice. Advancing
social equity in marine conservation requires directing attention to: recognition through
acknowledgment and respect for diverse peoples and perspectives; fair distribution
of impacts through maximizing benefits and minimizing burdens; procedures through
fostering participation in decision-making and good governance; management through
championing and supporting local involvement and leadership; the environment through
ensuring the efficacy of conservation actions and adequacy of management to ensure
benefits to nature and people; and the structural barriers to and institutional roots of
inequity in conservation. We then discuss the role of various conservation organizations
in advancing social equity in marine conservation and identify the capacities these
organizations need to build. We urge the marine conservation community, including
governments, non-governmental organizations and donors, to commit to the pursuit of
socially equitable conservation.
Keywords: ocean equity, social equity, marine conservation, marine protected areas, marine policy, ocean
governance, environmental justice
Frontiers in Marine Science | www.frontiersin.org 1 July 2021 | Volume 8 | Article 711538
fmars-08-711538 July 30, 2021 Time: 12:38 # 2
Bennett et al. Social Equity in Marine Conservation
INTRODUCTION
Considering social equity in conservation efforts is essential
for both ethical and instrumental reasons. While there is a
diversity of conservation initiatives, with a range of positive
and negative impacts on people, we acknowledge the deeply
problematic roots and history of Western and colonial visions
of conservation. Many past conservation models and practices
have privileged Western ways of thinking and doing, have
envisioned humans as separate from nature, have been shaped by
colonial mindsets, and have perpetuated racism (Sandlos, 2007;
Dowie, 2009; Griffin et al., 2019; Musavengane and Leonard,
2019). The result too often was poorly designed conservation
initiatives that were planned and implemented in a top-
down manner, that inadequately considered local perspectives
and needs, and that separated Indigenous Peoples and local
communities from resources and territories that they depend on
for culture and survival (Dowie, 2009; Stevens, 2014; Griffin et al.,
2019; Muhl and Sowman, 2020). Such conservation approaches
often produced a number of negative social consequences –
including displacement, violence, disempowerment, human
rights abuses, widening of economic inequities, and increased
poverty (Brockington and Igoe, 2006; West and Brockington,
2006; West et al., 2006; Agrawal and Redford, 2009; Oldekop
et al., 2015). Unfortunately, some of these problems persist
in conservation initiatives promoted by both international
organizations and national governments (Cross, 2016; Fletcher
et al., 2016; Bennett et al., 2017b; Armitage et al., 2020).
Insufficient attention to social equity in conservation not only
produces social harms (Schreckenberg et al., 2016; Bennett et al.,
2017b), it can also undermine local support thereby hindering
the effectiveness of conservation (Ferse et al., 2010; Pascual
et al., 2014; Bennett et al., 2019b). Furthermore, long-term
sustainability and effectiveness can be increased through creating
strong local partnerships, integrating traditional knowledge and
local management practices, recognizing and championing local
leadership, and protecting Indigenous rights and tenure (Garnett
et al., 2018; Burt et al., 2020).
Prompted by evidence of wrong-doing and pressured by
many civil society and Indigenous groups, progress has been
made over the past few decades to address past wrongs and
reorient conservation practices to be more collaborative, people-
centered, and locally led (Greiber et al., 2009; Stevens, 2014;
Charles et al., 2016; Armitage et al., 2020). Such advancements
have included, for example, recognition of community-based
approaches to conservation (Berkes, 2007; Govan et al., 2009;
ICCA, 2013; Jupiter et al., 2014), consideration of social impacts
on livelihoods and well-being (de Lange et al., 2016; Ban
et al., 2019a; Wallace et al., 2020), recognition of the rights
and roles of Indigenous Peoples in conservation (Stevens,
2014; Ban and Frid, 2018; Porten et al., 2019), promotion of
gender equity (Leisher et al., 2016; Kleiber et al., 2018; Lau,
2020; Mangubhai and Lawless, 2021), and greater attention to
participation and power sharing in conservation governance
(Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2007; Armitage et al., 2012; Jupiter,
2017; Eger and Doberstein, 2019). Global conservation policies –
such as the Convention on Biological Diversity Aichi Biodiversity
Targets and draft Post-2020 Biodiversity Framework – have
also highlighted the importance of social considerations in
conservation, such as benefit sharing, equitable management,
Indigenous rights, livelihoods, and participation in decision-
making (CBD, 2010, 2020).
There have been many recent treaties and global commitments
to increase the spatial coverage of conservation around the globe
(CBD, 2010; United Nations, 2015; Wilson, 2016; Pimm et al.,
2018). While we recognize that there is an urgent need to scale
up conservation efforts to arrest global declines in biodiversity
(IPBES, 2019; Duarte et al., 2020), there is also a danger that
the push to rapidly achieve spatial targets, in the absence
of social equity considerations, may lead to the perpetuation
of exclusionary conservation models and the undermining of
local rights (Büscher et al., 2017; Schleicher et al., 2019).
Despite growing recognition of the need for socially equitable
conservation, in both policy and practice, greater attention is
still given to what, how much, and where to protect, rather
than how to go about protecting biodiversity and who should be
included in the process (Hagerman and Pelai, 2016; Campbell
and Gray, 2019). One reason for this is that many actors
involved in marine conservation – including governments, non-
governmental organizations, advocates and funders – often lack
a clear understanding of what social equity means and how to
integrate it into conservation practices. This represents a barrier
to more socially progressive, equitable and effective conservation.
Through this article, we seek to advance the field with a specific
focus on how the marine conservation community can advance
social equity in and through marine conservation.
SOCIAL EQUITY IN MARINE
CONSERVATION
In general terms, social equity is concerned with fairness
and justice in how people are treated or public policies are
formulated and implemented. The current thinking on social
equity in conservation draws from a long history of thinking
and scholarship on environmental justice (Agyeman et al., 2003;
Schlosberg, 2009; Walker, 2012; Ulloa, 2017; Engen et al., 2021),
social justice (Fraser, 1998; Miller, 1999; Sikor et al., 2014;
Bennett et al., 2019a), and social equity (McDermott et al.,
2013; Pascual et al., 2014; Schreckenberg et al., 2016; Zafra-
Calvo et al., 2017; Dawson et al., 2018; Friedman et al., 2018).
Frameworks specifically focused on social equity in conservation
(McDermott et al., 2013; Pascual et al., 2014; Schreckenberg
et al., 2016; Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017; Dawson et al., 2018;
Friedman et al., 2018) have defined four aspects of equity
that needed to be considered in conservation interventions:
recognitional, procedural, distributional, and contextual equity
(see definitions in Table 1). Here, we extend that thinking
to provide practical guidance that is applicable to marine
conservation policy and practice.
In developing this guidance, our author team, which includes a
broad group of both academics and practitioners with experience
working in marine conservation around the world, felt that past
applications of these four aspects of social equity to conservation
had several shortcomings that we wanted to address. First, past
attention to procedural equity addresses aspects of governance
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TABLE 1 | Definitions of the elements of social equity in the context of marine conservation (McDermott et al., 2013; Pascual et al., 2014; Schreckenberg et al., 2016;
Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017; Dawson et al., 2018; Bennett et al., 2020).
Elements of social equity Definition in the context of conservation
Recognition The acknowledgment and incorporation of the rights, tenure, cultural identities, practices, values,
visions, knowledge systems and livelihoods of local groups into conservation governance,
planning, and management
Procedures The inclusion and effective participation of all relevant actors and groups in rule and
decision-making for conservation policies and programs, which requires good governance
practices such as transparency and accountability
Distribution The level of fairness in the distribution of benefits and burdens between different groups, including
current and future generations, of the outcomes of conservation actions
Management The extent to which local people are able to participate in, carry out the work of, or be responsible
for and have a leadership role in management activities
Environment The quality of the local environment and nature’s contributions to people based on the
effectiveness of actions taken to maintain ecological sustainability, health and productivity that
people depend on for food security, livelihoods, cultural anchoring, health, and well-being
Contextual or Structural The surrounding social, economic, and political conditions that influence people’s pre-existing
status (in terms of wealth, social capital, assets/capabilities, and power), as well as the structures
that enable or undermine people’s ability to achieve recognitional, procedural, distributional,
managerial, and environmental equity in conservation initiatives
such as inclusiveness, participation, transparency, access to
justice, accountability, and free, prior and informed consent
(McDermott et al., 2013; Pascual et al., 2014; Schreckenberg
et al., 2016; Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017). These frameworks, however,
have not adequately captured the need for local involvement in
or leadership in conservation management. Thus, we suggest
there is a need to differentiate governance as the policies,
institutions and processes that determine who participates in
decisions and how decisions are made from management
which is the resources, plans, and actions that result from
applied governance (Lockwood, 2010; Bennett and Satterfield,
2018). Second, while the status of the environment is often
implied under distributional equity in previous frameworks,
few studies focused on equity have measured environmental
variables or effectiveness (Friedman et al., 2018). Given the
strong links between environmental sustainability and various
aspects of wellbeing (e.g., health, food security, and livelihoods),
we believe that the quality of the environment, the efficacy
of conservation actions, and the effectiveness of management
should be more explicit as foundational to social equity (Caillon
et al., 2017; Leach et al., 2018; Díaz et al., 2019, 2020). Finally,
we feel that the implications of broader contextual or structural
factors – including social, economic, and political conditions and
conservation frameworks – on the ability to achieve social equity
within local conservation initiatives deserves some clarification.
Thus, we build on the prior frameworks to suggest that
advancing social equity in marine conservation requires attention
to six interrelated equity elements: recognition, procedures,
distribution, management, the environment, and contextual or
structural factors. Below, we define each element and consider the
implications of each for marine conservation (see Table 1).
Recognition: Acknowledging and
Respecting the Dignity of Diverse
Peoples
The idea of recognitional equity suggests that the human dignity
of all peoples and the diversity of human experiences and
situations needs to be acknowledged by marine conservation
actors, as well as respected and integrated into the promotion,
planning and management of conservation (Pascual et al.,
2014; Martin et al., 2016). Achieving this requires a broad and
deep understanding of the social context where conservation
occurs. Key considerations related to recognitional equity in
conservation include: (a) acknowledgment of stakeholders and
rights holders; (b) respect for formal and customary rights and
tenure, and historical connections to the local environment;
(c) incorporation of diverse cultural institutions, practices, and
knowledge systems; (d) integration of worldviews, perspectives
and needs of diverse and marginalized groups, including different
genders, ethnicities, and classes; (e) affirmation of sovereignty,
autonomy, and the right to self-determination; and (f) protection
of human and Indigenous rights (IIED, 2016; Schreckenberg
et al., 2016; Ban and Frid, 2018; Dawson et al., 2018; Bennett
et al., 2020). The tools and methods of applied social science
(e.g., stakeholder analysis, values assessment, review of rights,
and tenure, etc.) can be useful to help understand these topics
(Bennett et al., 2017a), while other topics might only truly
be understood through deep engagement with individuals who
are embedded in the local context. The latter is the case, for
example, with cultural institutions, practices, and knowledge
systems (Poe et al., 2014).
Integrating the aforementioned social considerations into
planning or management can help ensure that conservation
initiatives are appropriate and match to the local socio-cultural
context (Epstein et al., 2015; Guerrero et al., 2015). For example,
incorporating the views and needs of diverse stakeholder and
cultural groups will require that representatives of government
agencies and conservation organizations are mindful of which
types of conservation fit each locale. In some cultural contexts,
the idea of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) or no-take zones
may align well with traditional practices such as seasonal or area
closures (Johannes, 2002; Ban et al., 2020). In other places where
Indigenous worldviews emphasize the interconnections between
humans and nature, or where continuation of sustainable use
is considered essential to cultural survival, conservation models
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such as Locally Managed Marine Areas or “Territories of Life”
may be more appropriate than areas where human fishing,
hunting, or harvesting activities are fully restricted (Govan et al.,
2009; Jupiter et al., 2014). For those engaged in advocating
for conservation, affirming sovereignty and autonomy means
entering into conservation conversations with humility, respect
and an open mind – and recognizing that local governments or
Indigenous groups have the right to decide whether to engage and
support or to opt out (UNECE, 1998; United Nations, 2007).
Procedures: Fostering Participation and
Good Governance
Whether initiatives are large and externally driven or small
local protected areas, those who reside in or around marine
conservation areas and thus who might be impacted by
them (both positively and negatively in the short and long-
term) ought to be well informed about the initiative, able
to voice their perspectives and concerns, help to envision
and plan how conservation occurs, and provide consent
prior to implementation (UNECE, 1998; United Nations,
2007; FAO, 2012; Borrini-Feyerabend and Hill, 2015).
This is the essence of procedural equity, which can be
encapsulated as participation in decision-making and good
governance processes during the various stages of marine
conservation. Key considerations related to procedural equity
include: (a) inclusive and participatory decision-making,
(b) local capacity to engage in and lead decision-making
processes, (c) transparency of information, decisions, and
intentions, (d) free, prior, and informed consent, and (e)
accountability mechanisms (Franks and Schreckenberg, 2016;
Schreckenberg et al., 2016; Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017; Bennett
et al., 2020). These considerations align broadly with the
ideals and principles of good governance (Lockwood, 2010;
Borrini-Feyerabend and Hill, 2015).
Steps to enable the application of these different norms
related to procedural equity will differ by scale and location.
In national networks, for example, governments will need
to design and create institutions (e.g., laws, policies, rules),
structures (e.g., decision-making bodies, formal organizations,
networks), and processes (e.g., decision-making, policy creation,
negotiation, conflict resolution) that embody and enable
equitable participation in marine conservation governance
(Lockwood, 2010; Bennett and Satterfield, 2018; IUCN,
2019). For managers at the site level, truly inclusive and
participatory decision-making processes will require attention
to representation of diverse groups, mindful facilitation of
meetings to ensure that all voices are heard and their viewpoints
considered, establishing decision-making processes and bodies
that are appropriate and reflect local practices, and adequate
financial or other support provided to enable local organizations
and communities to be able to attend, prepare for (e.g., conduct
own analysis, prepare responses), and fully participate in
meetings from the beginning of the process (Borrini-Feyerabend
et al., 2007; Matsue et al., 2014; Kawaka et al., 2017). Tick
box attendance should not be used to legitimize decisions that
local stakeholders, especially women and marginalized groups,
do not agree with. True procedural equity may necessitate
moving beyond including local people in government driven
decision-making processes toward more collaborative planning
processes or conservation governance processes that are
established and led by local or Indigenous communities (Berkes,
2007; Artelle et al., 2019; Jonas et al., 2021). Re-shifting the
balance of power back toward Indigenous Peoples and local
communities will require sustained financing, for example, to
augment local capacity for participation in and navigation of
policy processes or to support Indigenous-led marine planning
processes and conservation initiatives. Employing transparency
in communications, ensuring free, prior and informed consent,
and establishing accountability mechanisms are foundational to
effective participation (Lockwood, 2010; Borrini-Feyerabend and
Hill, 2015; Bennett and Satterfield, 2018).
Distribution: Maximizing Benefits and
Minimizing Burdens for Local
Populations
The lives and well-being of individuals, groups and communities
who depend on local marine resources will inevitably be impacted
by the implementation and ongoing management of marine
conservation initiatives. These impacts can include a variety
of positive or negative outcomes, across different aspects of
well-being (e.g., economic, social, cultural, political, health, and
physical assets), which may differ based on proximity, by sub-
groups and over short- and long-time scales (Mascia et al., 2010;
Ban et al., 2019a; Gill et al., 2019; Rasheed, 2020). Over longer
time scales, benefits to local populations may accrue from the
recovery of ecosystems or fisheries; however, in the short term
resource users may lose access to the resource (Guidetti and
Claudet, 2010; Edgar et al., 2014; Ovando et al., 2016). While
a recent review shows that most MPAs lead to benefits for
human well-being (Ban et al., 2019a), other analyses suggest that
many of the burdens of conservation fall on local communities
who may already be politically or economically marginalized
(Kamat, 2018; Sowman and Sunde, 2018). As it is unfair to place
the burden of marine conservation on local populations, it is
important to understand, mitigate, and manage the social impacts
of conservation in such a way that it reduces negative impacts
and maximizes benefits (Kaplan-Hallam and Bennett, 2018). Key
considerations related to distributional equity include: (a) the
distribution of costs and benefits in planning and management,
(b) actions to reduce and manage negative impacts, and (c)
cultivating opportunities to increase local benefits for improving
well-being (Pascual et al., 2014; Schreckenberg et al., 2016; Zafra-
Calvo et al., 2017; Bennett et al., 2020; Rasheed, 2020).
A key moment when distributional equity should be
considered is during the planning of networks of marine
conservation initiatives or the placement of zones within
individual MPAs for strict protection or for different uses and/or
user groups (Halpern et al., 2013; Kockel et al., 2019). While
past distributional analysis has tended to focus on economic
aspects, marine conservation planning needs to do a better job
of incorporating other factors such as Indigenous territories
and rights, important cultural areas and practices, women’s
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livelihoods, and subsistence access rights (Ban et al., 2013;
Gee et al., 2017). For example, during MPA planning in Raja
Ampat, socioeconomic criteria and data were explicitly used
to zone MPAs, to ensure the recognition of community use
and governance of resources, maximize equity and access to
traditional fishing grounds, and better support long-term food
security and livelihoods of local communities (Mangubhai et al.,
2015).
Actions that might be taken during implementation and
ongoing management to avoid or reduce potential negative
social impacts include examining how different planning or
management activities might impact livelihoods or well-being
(Vanclay, 2002; Kaplan-Hallam and Bennett, 2018), creating
networks that combine fully protected areas with zones that are
important for subsistence activities (Mangubhai et al., 2015),
or the implementation of compensation mechanisms such as
payments for ecosystem services or livelihood alternatives for lost
opportunities or access to resources (Rakotomahazo et al., 2019;
Mangubhai et al., 2020). The involvement of local communities in
examining impacts, considering trade-offs, and making decisions
can help to ensure these various activities and mechanisms
are designed in a manner that is more equitable and socially
acceptable to constituents (Abunge et al., 2013; Gurney et al.,
2021). Active monitoring and evaluation of different aspects of
human well-being, including economic, social, health, cultural,
governance considerations, can enable the adaptive management
of social impacts of marine conservation (Kaplan-Hallam and
Bennett, 2018; Ban et al., 2019a; Gill et al., 2019). Finally,
proactively cultivating opportunities to increase local socio-
economic benefits may include developing capacity-building
programs, ensuring local hiring in conservation management,
implementing local procurement agreements, supporting local
social and cultural infrastructure, developing local ownership
or benefit-sharing arrangements for tourism operations, and
cultivating livelihood programs or local conservation and
development projects that fit with local capacities and aspirations
(Hughes and Flintan, 2001; Bennett and Dearden, 2014). Those
conservation organizations without sufficient expertise in these
areas may benefit from partnering with local development-
focused organizations or agencies.
Management: Championing and
Supporting Local Involvement and
Leadership
Local involvement in management is important for legitimacy,
local support and the robustness of conservation initiatives
(Bodin et al., 2014; Barnes et al., 2019; Bennett et al., 2019b).
Equity in management, which in our view goes beyond
participation in decision-making or governance processes, refers
to the level of inclusion in and leadership of management
activities (Elliott et al., 2001; Dalton et al., 2012; Jupiter et al.,
2014). Key considerations related to management equity include:
(a) the ability of local people to participate or take an active role in
management activities; (b) the rights and capacity of local people
to be responsible for and take a leadership role in environmental
management and conservation; and (c) the establishment of
sustainable financial mechanisms to support local participation,
capacity, and leadership in conservation management.
Practically, local organizations and communities can benefit
from leading, being involved in and taking an active role in
management activities such as conducting scientific monitoring,
patrolling the area, hosting visitors in their territory, or doing
conservation and restoration work. Fostering an active role in
management may be as simple as listening to local leaders,
stepping back and allowing space for local solutions and
practices that already exist – for example, through recognizing,
championing, and helping to revitalize customary and pre-
existing management activities that contribute to environmental
sustainability and supporting the individuals who traditionally
carry out this work (Cinner et al., 2012; Mathews and Turner,
2017; Bennett et al., 2018; Ban et al., 2019b). Such is the case
in the Gulf Islands National Park Reserve in Canada where
Indigenous clam gardens – which have been shown to have
greater productivity and biodiversity than regular beaches –
are being cultivated within the bounds of the protected area
(Augustine and Dearden, 2014).
The creation of formal collaborative management (aka – co-
management) arrangements that involve a partnership between
governments and local or Indigenous communities can be a
productive way to share management authority, responsibility,
and leadership (Armitage et al., 2010; Weeks and Jupiter,
2013). For example, in the Bird’s Head Seascape (Indonesia)
the majority of the MPAs have been established through
community customary adat declarations and regency laws and
reinforced by national laws, with co-management structures that
allow communities to actively manage and patrol their MPAs
(Mangubhai et al., 2012). Yet true managerial equity in many
contexts will require going further than just involving local
people to recognizing the inherent rights of local or Indigenous
communities and supporting their intrinsic rights and capacity
to take leadership in the management of an area. This truly
makes sense for Indigenous Peoples whose conception of rights
is that it comes with coinciding responsibilities to steward or
care for the environment (Friedlander et al., 2013). Furthermore,
in Indigenous territories or other areas managed by local
communities, priority should be given to the establishment
of Indigenous- or community-led marine conservation
initiatives. This includes models of marine conservation
such as Locally Managed Marine Areas (LMMAs), Indigenous
Community and Conserved Areas (ICCAs), Customary Marine
Management Areas (CMMAs), or Territories-of-Life (Govan
et al., 2009; Vierros et al., 2010; ICCA, 2013; Jupiter et al., 2014;
Jonas et al., 2021).
Environment: Ensuring the Efficacy of
Conservation Actions and Adequacy of
Management to Ensure Benefits to
Nature and People
The health and well-being of local populations is related to the
sustainability, health and productivity of the environment and
nature’s contributions to people (Díaz et al., 2018), especially
for communities who are dependent on marine resources for
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livelihoods, subsistence, or cultural continuity (Poe et al., 2014).
Depleting natural capital, biodiversity or ecosystem services is
antithetical to human well-being and to intergenerational equity
and justice (Leach et al., 2018; Díaz et al., 2019, 2020). In other
words, the efficacy and adequacy of environmental management
is foundational to social equity. Thus, it is important to ensure
that conservation and management actions being promoted
and taken are effective – i.e., that they maintain or increase
environmental sustainability, health and the productivity of
resources – so that they lead to tangible benefits for people
of current and future generations. This is the idea underlying
environmental equity, which asks that we take into account the
following considerations: (a) the potential or actual efficacy of
the conservation actions being promoted and taken to protect
intended species, habitats or ecosystems; (b) the adequacy and
effectiveness of management; and (c) the flow of benefits of
environmental conservation to local communities.
Ensuring the sustainability of species, habitats, and resources
is critical to ensure tangible benefits to humans. Many
habitats and species, particularly those found in deep marine
environments are non-renewable on human time scales (Durkin
et al., 2017; Montero-Serra et al., 2018). Therefore, management
decisions relating to the use of marine habitats and species should
carefully consider their implications to future generations and
a precautionary approach should be taken. Yet it is unjust for
marine conservation initiatives or management actions to be
promoted or implemented that have a low likelihood of success –
as this might lead to lost opportunities in the present and lead
to unmet future expectations of benefits (Barnes et al., 2018).
For example, MPAs will not always be the appropriate tool to
conserve specific species, ecosystems, or the ecosystem service
benefits they provide (Hilborn, 2016; Pendleton et al., 2018).
One size fits all solutions should be avoided. In some places,
the continuation of traditional and ongoing sustainable use –
which combine harvesting and stewardship practices – may be
the most effective means to maintain and protect environmental
values (Mathews and Turner, 2017; Ban et al., 2019b). There is
also a danger of hidden geo-political or capitalist agendas being
promoted via spatial conservation (Sand, 2012; De Santo, 2020).
Thus, the environmental benefits and effectiveness of potential or
ongoing conservation should be evaluated – relative to business-
as-usual, no actions, and other alternatives – using the best
available scientific evidence as well as local knowledge.
Promoting and implementing conservation actions without
ensuring that these initiatives can be effectively and sustainably
managed is also problematic as few benefits may flow from
resultant “paper parks” (Spalding et al., 2016). Effective
management requires, for example, adequate financial resources,
sufficient staffing, management plans, evidence-based decision-
making, adaptive management, and coordination with activities
to manage threats outside of the conservation initiative (Pomeroy
et al., 2004; Bennett and Dearden, 2014; Gill et al., 2017). Finally,
it is important to ensure that marine conservation is producing
tangible environmental benefits for local communities, that
they have access to those benefits, and that those benefits
are monitored, documented and communicated (Mangubhai
et al., 2011; Ahmadia et al., 2015; Ban et al., 2019a). The
design of regulations and conservation actions need to consider
and respond to the life history and ecology of target species
and ecosystems and how resources are utilized by Indigenous
Peoples and local communities. This will help ensure sufficient
abundance of locally valued and culturally important species to
allow for sustained benefits for local people. When communities
see positive results, they are more likely to become proponents
and want to maintain or expand the system (Rocliffe et al., 2014;
White et al., 2014). In the Philippines, for example, a network
of more than 1600 community-based marine reserves that are
managed, monitored, and enforced by communities have sprung
up because local people have seen tangible and ongoing benefits
from these initiatives (White et al., 2005, 2014).
Context: Addressing the Contextual
Barriers to and Structural Roots of
Inequity in Conservation
The roots of inequity often expand beyond the scale of individual
conservation initiatives. Thus in order to achieve equitable
conservation, the marine conservation community may also
need to first or simultaneously address or account for broader
contextual or structural factors. Marine conservation efforts
occur in locations around the world with varied historical, social,
economic and political conditions that can enable or undermine
efforts to achieve social equity at a local scale (McDermott
et al., 2013). Distributions of wealth, assets, and capabilities,
social relations and norms, and power differ by regions, nations,
communities, and sub-groups within communities (e.g., different
genders or ethnicities), which affects local people’s “ability to
gain recognition, participate in decision-making, [. . .] lobby for
fair distribution” or engage in management in environmental
and conservation initiatives (Pascual et al., 2014). Furthermore,
conservation organizations and policies can reinforce systems or
perpetuate approaches based on colonial mindsets and structural
racism and that produce economic marginalization and even
human rights abuses (Sowman et al., 2011; Sand, 2012). Three
examples of where broader contextual and institutional factors
will need to be confronted are in locations where: extreme
poverty or food insecurity exists and local people cannot
afford to stop harvesting highly degraded resources, national
governance structures do not allow or provide adequate financial
support for local participation in decision-making, or there is
evidence that conservation actions continue to produce human
rights abuses. Addressing the contextual barriers and structural
roots of inequity in conservation will require attention to: (a)
whether existing economic structures leave local populations
economically marginalized or without basic needs; (b) the effects
of national governance frameworks or political factors on the
ability to achieve recognitional, procedural and management
equity; and (c) whether conservation organizations or institutions
are enabling or undermining equitable conservation.
In many places, the ability to do conservation equitably
(or even at all) will require attention to pre-existing socio-
economic conditions and inequities prior to or in concert with
marine conservation actions (Matsue et al., 2014; Gill et al.,
2019). Development activities or redistribution mechanisms
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may need to be considered in advance to enable conservation
action. For example, when conservation is implemented in
highly impoverished rural areas a “conservation basic income” –
an unconditional payment sufficient to meet basic needs –
may be implemented to support the redistribution of wealth
and enable conservation (Fletcher and Büscher, 2020). Other
models that have been used are the creation of conservation
trust funds, payments for ecosystem service programs, or the
redistribution of revenue from tourism activities to support local
development activities (Atmodjo et al., 2017; Schuhmann et al.,
2019; Mangubhai et al., 2020).
To enable procedural and managerial equity, advocates and
NGOs will also often need to advocate for more than on-the-
ground implementation of conservation initiatives, but also for
changes to overarching national environmental governance as
well as the institutions of conservation. This might include, for
example, development of national policies and funding structures
to support local participation or Indigenous-led conservation. To
do this, NGOs need aid agencies and funders to invest in these
activities, noting that these types of changes may be slow to come
to fruition and thus need sustained financing. However, many
donors are reluctant to invest in these larger governance and
institutional transformative changes, as there are less guarantees
about outcomes within the timeline of grants.
Finally, deep institutional changes may also be needed
within conservation-focused organizations to enable equitable
conservation. For example, government agencies and large
environmental NGOs alike may need to reckon with colonial
practices of the past and consider how to decolonize future
practices (West, 2006; Dowie, 2009; Musavengane and
Leonard, 2019). In general, government agencies, NGOs,
and philanthropic organizations should consider how they
can share, build, and yield decision-making power to local
organizations and communities as part of marine conservation
decision-making, management, and grant-making (Borrini-
Feyerabend et al., 2007). Yet we are concerned that many of
these grant-making processes are becoming less participatory
and donor standards more onerous.
DISCUSSION: ORGANIZATIONAL ROLES
AND CAPACITIES
The Role of Various Organizations
Each of the different organizations working in marine
conservation has a role and responsibility to advance social
equity. But, what is each of their roles? Global conservation
policy organizations, such as the United Nations Environment
Programme, the Convention on Biological Diversity and
the International Union for the Conservation of Nature
(IUCN), must ensure policy frameworks clearly mandate
consideration of social equity and are complemented with
guidance for governments and other organizations on how
to implement equitable marine conservation initiatives at
all scales. Furthermore, national reporting requirements to
international bodies should include assessments of social
equity, not just the achievement of spatial targets or ecological
status (Moreaux et al., 2018; Zafra-Calvo et al., 2019). National
governments have a responsibility to create legislative and policy
frameworks that mandate equitable conservation governance
and co-management practices in government led conservation
and that enable locally led conservation initiatives. Adequate
financial resources will also be needed from governments to
support the implementation of inclusive decision-making,
good governance, and Indigenous-led marine conservation
initiatives. All government and intergovernmental agencies
with conservation mandates need to incorporate social equity
considerations at all stages of marine conservation planning and
management in the various locations where they work.
Civil society organizations (CSOs) and NGOs should
serve as a catalyst for social equity standards and practices
through developing and promoting new approaches to
conservation, providing technical support and capacity for
local implementation, encouraging and putting pressure on
governments, and advocating in international fora through fore-
fronting the voices of community partners. Those organizations
and individuals who are engaged in advocacy for conservation
should develop an awareness of the social complexities of
the locations where they work through engaging with local
communities and civil society organizations. Advocates should
also build diverse coalitions and incorporate social equity
considerations (e.g., Indigenous rights, good governance,
benefit sharing, local management) into their campaigns.
Funders have significant power and influence over which
conservation approaches and actions are taken. This power
comes with a coinciding responsibility to support conservation
and philanthropic processes, actions and organizations that are
equitable. Conservation funders might articulate their intentions
and interests in supporting more equitable approaches, require
attention to social considerations in projects and proposals, and
communicate to implementing partners the conditions for future
funding. However, donors also need to recognize that addressing
equity effectively is a long-term investment. Furthermore, this
should not be a one way process. For example, funders should
employ participatory approaches to strategy development and
grantmaking – e.g., through continually engaging local actors
to develop and maintain trust and relationships, understand
the changing local social context, and identify how to best
support local conservation organizations, community groups,
and appropriate initiatives.
Finally, the conservation science community has a role to
play – through researching and raising awareness about the
history of marine conservation, helping to develop, track and
communicate metrics related to attributes of different elements of
social equity in conservation (see Table 2), and working to better
integrate environmental considerations, human dimensions
considerations and non-Western knowledge systems into future
marine conservation. A significant barrier is that many of
those working in conservation have traditionally come from the
natural sciences, rather than social sciences, and consequently
concepts related to social equity and the broader human
dimensions are not well understood. Indigenous researchers
and knowledge holders and scientists from the Global South
are underrepresented in conservation science. Furthermore, the
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conservation science community should consider how it can
address the issue of “parachute science” and embody more
equitable and ethical research practices – for example, through
developing more meaningful local partnerships, redistributing
research funds, including local researchers and authors, co-
producing scientific processes and outputs, and giving back
through local capacity building and knowledge sharing (Chin
et al., 2019; Stefanoudis et al., 2021).
Organizational Capacities to Advance
Social Equity
Many conservation organizations do not yet have the capacity
to adequately engage with and advance social equity in their
work. Here, we identify a number of organizational capacities –
at the institutional, procedural, and operational level – that
are required within and across the aforementioned marine
conservation organizations to facilitate greater attention to and
action on social equity.
At the institutional level, each organization will need to
establish a guiding philosophy, overarching mandate, leadership
ethos, and team culture that embraces and supports actions
to advance social equity. An important starting place is
introspection – to develop an awareness of the organization’s own
history, foundational ideas, past actions, team composition, and
present programs – followed by reflection on changes needed to
address past and present issues. This might include, for example,
revisiting organizational philosophies and visions, rethinking
objectives or theories of change, or re-constituting teams to be
more diverse and inclusive so that these organizations embody
the ideals they hope to promote.
At the procedural level, marine conservation organizations –
including NGOs, advocacy groups, and funders – should consider
TABLE 2 | Potential attributes to measure the elements of social equity in marine conservation (building on Schreckenberg et al., 2016; Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017; Bennett
et al., 2020; Engen et al., 2021).
Element of equity Potential attributes to measure
Recognition • Acknowledgment of all stakeholders and rights holders
• Acknowledgment of and accounting for formal and customary rights and tenure
• Incorporation of diversity of cultures, values, practices, and knowledge systems
• Integration of worldviews, perspectives and needs of diverse and marginalized groups, including different genders,
ethnicities, classes, ages, and abilities
• Affirmation of sovereignty, autonomy, and the right to self-determination
• Protection of human and Indigenous rights
Procedures • Inclusion and participation in decision-making, with particular consideration of marginalized groups (including
different genders, ethnicities, classes, ages, and abilities)
• Local agency and capacity to engage in and lead decision-making processes
• Transparency of information, decisions, and intentions
• Documentation of free, prior, and informed consent
• Presence of accountability mechanisms
• Establishment of clear grievance and conflict resolution mechanisms
Distribution • Consideration of distribution of socio-economic impacts in planning and management processes
• Processes and mechanisms to reduce, manage or mitigate negative impacts
• Opportunities identified and actions taken to increase locally valued social and economic benefits
• Perceived fairness of social impacts – benefits and burdens – of conservation to local communities and groups,
taking into consideration marginalized groups (including different genders, ethnicities, classes, ages, and abilities)
Management • Local participation or active engagement in management activities
• Extent to which local people are responsible for management and take a leadership role in conservation
• Presence of rights and policy frameworks that enable local people to be responsible for and take a leadership role
in conservation management
• Sustainable financial mechanisms to support local participation, capacity, and leadership in conservation
management
Environment • Efficacy of marine conservation networks, initiatives, and actions being promoted and implemented at protecting
species, habitats, or ecosystems
• Adequacy (e.g., financial resources, sufficient staffing, management plans, evidence-based decision-making,
adaptive management, coordination) and effectiveness (e.g., ecosystem maintenance, species recovery, threat
reduction) of management
• Tangible and recognized flow of environmental benefits and ecosystem services to local communities
Contextual or Structural • Extent to which existing economic structures leave local populations economically marginalized (e.g., economic
inequality) or without basic needs (e.g., poverty)
• Extent to which existing social norms or institutions marginalize certain groups (e.g., gender, ethnic, class, clan,
racial, or religious)
• Presence of national governance and policy frameworks that enable the ability to pursue equitable marine
conservation (e.g., recognize Indigenous rights or customary tenure, support local decision-making, and
governance)
• Whether conservation organizations or institutions have supportive leadership and cultures, clearly articulated
mandates, explicit codes of conduct, social safeguards, or provide enabling conditions necessary to advance equity
in marine conservation
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the articulation of a code of conduct or set of social principles to
guide their engagement activities and programs of work (Bennett
et al., 2017b). Such a code of conduct, we suggest, should include
principles related to the different aspects of equity: recognition
of and respect for diversity, participatory decision-making and
good governance, the fair distribution of benefits and burdens,
collaborative and locally led management, the ecological efficacy
of actions, and the need to address contextual and structural
factors that impede equitable conservation. However, to ensure
that organizations move beyond visionary platitudes, such codes
of conduct will need to be incorporated into the culture of
institutions, and supported by clear guidance from leadership
on actions that need to be taken, a culture of learning, and
mechanisms to ensure accountability. A culture of learning,
sharing, reflection and adaptation should be normalized and
pervasive within the conservation community, supported for
instance through monitoring and evaluation of organizational
efforts to advance social equity and the social impacts of
conservation, sharing of success and failures, documentation of
lessons learned, and ongoing and participatory deliberations on
necessary improvements. For accountability purposes, it may
also be essential to commit and adhere to a set of social
safeguards, to publicly and transparently communicate project
objectives and social impact assessments, to establish grievance
and conflict resolution mechanisms, and to clearly assign liability
and responsibility for remedy (WWF, 2019; CI-GEF, 2020).
At the operational level, marine conservation organizations
will require adequate knowledge of the social context in the areas
where they engage and should acquire the necessary expertise in
how to address human dimensions issues in marine conservation.
All organizations – including international policy organizations,
governments, NGOs, and funders – should consider building
capacity in the human dimensions of conservation or hiring
personnel with expertise in the human dimensions who can
help to consider how to integrate equity concerns into marine
conservation policies, programs, actions, and funding portfolios
(Bennett et al., 2017a). Finally, sufficient and long-term financial
resources will be needed to hire and build capacity within each
organization, to support conservation projects and activities
that include more inclusive processes and promote equitable
outcomes, and to enable local involvement in and leadership
of all aspects (e.g., research, decision-making, management) of
marine conservation.
Conclusion: Committing to Social Equity
in Marine Conservation
To conclude, we urge the marine conservation community and
organizations to commit to the pursuit of socially equitable
conservation. The meaning of marine conservation success
is limited if we do not move beyond area coverage to
include a broader set of metrics related to the effective and
equitable management of the marine environment (Campbell
and Gray, 2019). Social equity should be a core principle
of all conservation policies and organizational practices, as it
can help to prompt conservation initiatives that are inclusive,
collaborative, fair, robust, and that will be more effective
and sustainable in the long-term. This call to action is
supported by international conservation policies (CBD, 2010,
2020) and agreements (United Nations, 1948, 2007; UNECE,
1998). Through this article, we have examined how advancing
social equity in marine conservation initiatives requires attention
to: recognition through acknowledging and respecting diverse
peoples; procedures through fostering participation and good
governance; distribution through maximizing benefits and
minimizing burdens; management through championing local
involvement and leadership; the environment through ensuring
the efficacy of actions to maintain sustainability and benefits; and
the broader context through addressing the contextual barriers to
and structural roots of inequity in conservation.
The manner in which these ideas are applied by different
organizations and in different locales will vary. Marine
conservation organizations – including government agencies,
NGOs, and philanthropic organizations – should reflect on their
own history and identify ways that equity can be incorporated
into and supported through their policies, programs, and
investments. These organizations may need to build their
internal capacity to be able to address human dimensions and
social equity. At the programmatic or site level, there is no one
recipe for creating socially equitable conservation initiatives –
strategic planning will be needed based on the social, economic,
cultural, and political realities of each context. Moreover, there
is a need for continued attention to committing to, building
capacity for, and improving the practice of marine conservation.
AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
NJB, LK, WY-E, GA, SA, NCB, ND, AdV, JF, DG, MI,
NL, SM, LM, E-KM, DO, AS, AVi, DW, AWh, and AWi:
conceptualization. NJB: writing – original draft. LK, WY-E, GA,
SA, NCB, ND, AdV, JF, DG, MI, NL, SM, LM, E-KM, DO, AS, AVi,
DW, AWh, and AWi: writing – review and editing. All authors
contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.
FUNDING
Financial support for the process that led to this publication was
provided by the Blue Nature Alliance (bluenaturealliance.org).
Input from AWh was supported by the Indonesian USAID
Sustainable Ecosystems Advanced Project under Tetra Tech, Inc.
Tetra Teach Inc was not involved in the study design, collection,
analysis, interpretation of data, the writing of this article or
the decision to submit it for publication. ND contributed
through the Just Conservation project funded by the synthesis
center CESAB of the French Foundation for Research on
Biodiversity (FRB; www.fondationbiodiversite.fr). NCB received
funding from SSHRC and NSERC.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
All authors acknowledge the ongoing support of their
respective institutions.
Frontiers in Marine Science | www.frontiersin.org 9 July 2021 | Volume 8 | Article 711538
fmars-08-711538 July 30, 2021 Time: 12:38 # 10
Bennett et al. Social Equity in Marine Conservation
REFERENCES
Abunge, C., Coulthard, S., and Daw, T. M. (2013). Connecting marine ecosystem
services to human well-being: insights from participatory well-being assessment
in Kenya. Ambio 42, 1010–1021. doi: 10.1007/s13280-013-0456-9
Agrawal, A., and Redford, K. (2009). Conservation and displacement: an overview.
Conserv. Soc. 7, 1–10. doi: 10.4103/0972-4923.54790
Agyeman, J., Bullard, R. D., and Evans, B. (2003). Just Sustainabilities: Development
in an Unequal World. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Ahmadia, G. N., Glew, L., Provost, M., Gill, D., Hidayat, N. I., Mangubhai, S.,
et al. (2015). Integrating impact evaluation in the design and implementation
of monitoring marine protected areas. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B 370:20140275.
doi: 10.1098/rstb.2014.0275
Armitage, D., Berkes, F., and Doubleday, N. (2010). Adaptive Co-Management:
Collaboration, Learning, and Multi-Level Governance. Vancouver, BC: UBC
Press.
Armitage, D., de Loë, R., and Plummer, R. (2012). Environmental governance
and its implications for conservation practice. Conserv. Lett. 5, 245–255. doi:
10.1111/j.1755-263X.2012.00238.x
Armitage, D., Mbatha, P., Muhl, E.-K., Rice, W., and Sowman, M. (2020).
Governance principles for community-centered conservation in the post-2020
global biodiversity framework. Conserv. Sci. Pract. 2:e160. doi: 10.1111/csp2.
160
Artelle, K. A., Zurba, M., Bhattacharyya, J., Chan, D. E., Brown, K., Housty, J., et al.
(2019). Supporting resurgent indigenous-led governance: a nascent mechanism
for just and effective conservation. Biol. Conserv. 240:108284. doi: 10.1016/j.
biocon.2019.108284
Atmodjo, E., Lamers, M., and Mol, A. (2017). Financing marine conservation
tourism: governing entrance fees in Raja Ampat, Indonesia. Mar. Policy 78,
181–188. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2017.01.023
Augustine, S., and Dearden, P. (2014). Changing paradigms in marine and coastal
conservation: a case study of clam gardens in the Southern Gulf islands, Canada.
Can. Geogr. Géographe Can. 58, 305–314. doi: 10.1111/cag.12084
Ban, N., Wilson, E., and Neasloss, D. (2019b). Strong historical and ongoing
indigenous marine governance in the northeast Pacific Ocean: a case study
of the Kitasoo/Xai’xais first nation. Ecol. Soc. 24:10. doi: 10.5751/ES-11091-
240410
Ban, N. C., and Frid, A. (2018). Indigenous peoples’ rights and marine protected
areas. Mar. Policy 87, 180–185. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2017.10.020
Ban, N. C., Gurney, G. G., Marshall, N. A., Whitney, C. K., Mills, M., Gelcich,
S., et al. (2019a). Well-being outcomes of marine protected areas. Nat. Sustain.
2:524. doi: 10.1038/s41893-019-0306-2
Ban, N. C., Mills, M., Tam, J., Hicks, C. C., Klain, S., Stoeckl, N., et al.
(2013). A social–ecological approach to conservation planning: embedding
social considerations. Front. Ecol. Environ. 11:194–202. doi: 10.1890/11
0205
Barnes, M. D., Glew, L., Wyborn, C., and Craigie, I. D. (2018). Prevent perverse
outcomes from global protected area policy. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 2, 759–762. doi:
10.1038/s41559-018-0501-y
Barnes, M. L., Bodin, Ö, McClanahan, T. R., Kittinger, J. N., Hoey, A. S.,
Gaoue, O. G., et al. (2019). Social-ecological alignment and ecological
conditions in coral reefs. Nat. Commun. 10:2039. doi: 10.1038/s41467-019-09
994-1
Bennett, N. J., Blythe, J., Cisneros-Montemayor, A. M., Singh, G. G., and Sumaila,
U. R. (2019a). Just transformations to sustainability. Sustainability 11:3881.
doi: 10.3390/su11143881
Bennett, N. J., Calò, A., Di Franco, A., Niccolini, F., Marzo, D., Domina, I., et al.
(2020). Social equity and marine protected areas: perceptions of small-scale
fishermen in the Mediterranean sea. Biol. Conserv. 244:108531. doi: 10.1016/
j.biocon.2020.108531
Bennett, N. J., and Dearden, P. (2014). From measuring outcomes to providing
inputs: governance, management, and local development for more effective
marine protected areas. Mar. Policy 50, 96–110. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2014.05.
005
Bennett, N. J., Franco, A. D., Calò, A., Nethery, E., Niccolini, F., Milazzo, M.,
et al. (2019b). Local support for conservation is associated with perceptions
of good governance, social impacts, and ecological effectiveness. Conserv. Lett.
12:e12640. doi: 10.1111/conl.12640
Bennett, N. J., Roth, R., Klain, S. C., Chan, K. M. A., Christie, P., Clark,
D. A., et al. (2017a). Conservation social science: understanding and
integrating human dimensions to improve conservation. Biol. Conserv. 205,
93–108.
Bennett, N. J., and Satterfield, T. (2018). Environmental governance: a practical
framework to guide design, evaluation, and analysis. Conserv. Lett. 11:e12600.
doi: 10.1111/conl.12600
Bennett, N. J., Teh, L., Ota, Y., Christie, P., Ayers, A., Day, J. C., et al. (2017b). An
appeal for a code of conduct for marine conservation. Mar. Policy 81, 411–418.
doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2017.03.035
Bennett, N. J., Whitty, T. S., Finkbeiner, E., Pittman, J., Bassett, H., Gelcich, S.,
et al. (2018). Environmental stewardship: a conceptual review and analytical
framework. Environ. Manage. 61, 597–614. doi: 10.1007/s00267-017-0993-2
Berkes, F. (2007). Community-based conservation in a globalized world. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 104, 15188–15193. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0702098104
Bodin, Ö, Crona, B., Thyresson, M., Golz, A.-L., and Tengö, M. (2014).
Conservation success as a function of good alignment of social and ecological
structures and processes. Conserv. Biol. 28, 1371–1379. doi: 10.1111/cobi.12306
Borrini-Feyerabend, G., and Hill, R. (2015). “Governance for the conservation of
nature,” in Protected Area Governance and Management, eds G. L. Worboys, M.
Lockwood, A. Kothari, S. Feary, and I. Pulsford (Canberra, ACT: ANU Press),
169–206.
Borrini-Feyerabend, G., Pimbert, M., Farvar, M. T., Kothari, A., and Renard,
Y. (2007). Sharing Power: Learning-by-Doing in Co-Management of Natural
Resources Throughout the World. London: Earthscan.
Brockington, D., and Igoe, J. (2006). Eviction for conservation: a global overview.
Conserv. Soc. 4:424.
Burt, J. M., Wilson Kii’iljuus Barbara, J., Malchoff, T., Mack, W. A., Davidson,
S. H. A., Gitkinjuaas, et al. (2020). Enabling coexistence: navigating predator-
induced regime shifts in human-ocean systems. People Nat. 2, 557–574. doi:
10.1002/pan3.10090
Büscher, B., Fletcher, R., Brockington, D., Sandbrook, C., Adams, W. M., Campbell,
L., et al. (2017). Half-earth or whole earth? radical ideas for conservation, and
their implications. Oryx 51, 407–410. doi: 10.1017/S0030605316001228
Caillon, S., Cullman, G., Verschuuren, B., and Sterling, E. (2017). Moving
beyond the human–nature dichotomy through biocultural approaches:
including ecological well-being in resilience indicators. Ecol. Soc.
22:27.
Campbell, L. M., and Gray, N. J. (2019). Area expansion versus effective and
equitable management in international marine protected areas goals and
targets. Mar. Policy 100, 192–199. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2018.11.030
CBD (2010). Aichi Biodiversity Targets. Conv. Biol. Divers. Available online at:
http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets (accessed March 23, 2013).
CBD (2020). Updated Zero Draft of the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework.
Montreal, QC: Convention on Biological Diversity.
Charles, A., Westlund, L., Bartley, D. M., Fletcher, W. J., Garcia, S., Govan, H.,
et al. (2016). Fishing livelihoods as key to marine protected areas: insights from
the world parks congress. Aquat. Conserv. Mar. Freshw. Ecosyst. 26, 165–184.
doi: 10.1002/aqc.2648
Chin, A., Baje, L., Donaldson, T., Gerhardt, K., Jabado, R. W., Kyne, P. M., et al.
(2019). The scientist abroad: maximising research impact and effectiveness
when working as a visiting scientist. Biol. Conserv. 238:108231. doi: 10.1016/
j.biocon.2019.108231
CI-GEF (2020). Environmental and Social Management Framework. Washington,
DC: CI-GEF/GCF Project Agency–Conservation International.
Cinner, J. E., Basurto, X., Fidelman, P., Kuange, J., Lahari, R., and Mukminin, A.
(2012). Institutional designs of customary fisheries management arrangements
in Indonesia, Papua New Guinea, and Mexico. Mar. Policy 36, 278–285. doi:
10.1016/j.marpol.2011.06.005
Cross, H. (2016). Displacement, disempowerment and corruption: challenges at the
interface of fisheries, management and conservation in the Bijagós Archipelago,
Guinea-Bissau. Oryx 50, 693–701. doi: 10.1017/S003060531500040X
Dalton, T., Forrester, G., and Pollnac, R. (2012). Participation, process quality,
and performance of marine protected areas in the wider Caribbean. Environ.
Manage. 49, 1224–1237. doi: 10.1007/s00267-012-9855-0
Dawson, N., Martin, A., and Danielsen, F. (2018). Assessing equity in protected
area governance: approaches to promote just and effective conservation.
Conserv. Lett. 11:e12388. doi: 10.1111/conl.12388
Frontiers in Marine Science | www.frontiersin.org 10 July 2021 | Volume 8 | Article 711538
fmars-08-711538 July 30, 2021 Time: 12:38 # 11
Bennett et al. Social Equity in Marine Conservation
de Lange, E., Woodhouse, E., and Milner-Gulland, E. j (2016). Approaches used
to evaluate the social impacts of protected areas. Conserv. Lett. 9, 327–333.
doi: 10.1111/conl.12223
De Santo, E. M. (2020). Militarized marine protected areas in overseas territories:
conserving biodiversity, geopolitical positioning, and securing resources in the
21st century. Ocean Coast. Manag. 184:105006. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.
105006
Díaz, S., Pascual, U., Stenseke, M., Martín-López, B., Watson, R. T., Molnár, Z.,
et al. (2018). Assessing nature’s contributions to people. Science 359, 270–272.
doi: 10.1126/science.aap8826
Díaz, S., Settele, J., Brondízio, E. S., Ngo, H. T., Agard, J., Arneth, A., et al.
(2019). Pervasive human-driven decline of life on earth points to the need for
transformative change. Science 366:eaax3100. doi: 10.1126/science.aax3100
Díaz, S., Zafra-Calvo, N., Purvis, A., Verburg, P. H., Obura, D., Leadley, P., et al.
(2020). Set ambitious goals for biodiversity and sustainability. Science 370,
411–413. doi: 10.1126/science.abe1530
Dowie, M. (2009). Conservation Refugees: The Hundred-Year Conflict Between
Glocal Conservation and Native Peoples. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Duarte, C. M., Agusti, S., Barbier, E., Britten, G. L., Castilla, J. C., Gattuso, J.-P.,
et al. (2020). Rebuilding marine life. Nature 580, 39–51. doi: 10.1038/s41586-
020-2146-7
Durkin, A., Fisher, C. R., and Cordes, E. E. (2017). Extreme longevity in a deep-sea
vestimentiferan tubeworm and its implications for the evolution of life history
strategies. Sci. Nat. 104:63. doi: 10.1007/s00114-017-1479-z
Edgar, G. J., Stuart-Smith, R. D., Willis, T. J., Kininmonth, S., Baker, S. C., Banks, S.,
et al. (2014). Global conservation outcomes depend on marine protected areas
with five key features. Nature 506, 216–220. doi: 10.1038/nature13022
Eger, S., and Doberstein, B. (2019). Shared governance arrangements and social
connectivity: advancing large-scale coastal and marine conservation initiatives
in the dominican republic. Int. J. Sustain. Dev. World Ecol. 26, 210–225. doi:
10.1080/13504509.2018.1559253
Elliott, G., Mitchell, B., Wiltshire, B., Manan, Ir. A, and Wismer, S. (2001).
Community participation in marine protected area management: Wakatobi
National Park, Sulawesi, Indonesia. Coast. Manag. 29, 295–316. doi: 10.1080/
089207501750475118
Engen, S., Hausner, V. H., Gurney, G. G., Broderstad, E. G., Keller, R., Lundberg,
A. K., et al. (2021). Blue justice: a survey for eliciting perceptions of
environmental justice among coastal planners’ and small-scale fishers in
Northern-Norway. PloS One 16:e0251467. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0251467
Epstein, G., Pittman, J., Alexander, S. M., Berdej, S., Dyck, T., Kreitmair, U., et al.
(2015). Institutional fit and the sustainability of social–ecological systems. Curr.
Opin. Environ. Sustain. 14, 34–40. doi: 10.1016/j.cosust.2015.03.005
FAO (ed.) (2012). Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure
of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security. Rome:
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.
Ferse, S., Manez Costa, M., Manez, K. S., Adhuri, D. S., and Glaser, M.
(2010). Allies, not aliens: increasing the role of local communities in marine
protected area implementation. Environ. Conserv. 37, 23–34. doi: 10.1017/
S0376892910000172
Fletcher, R., and Büscher, B. (2020). Conservation basic income: a non-market
mechanism to support convivial conservation. Biol. Conserv. 244:108520. doi:
10.1016/j.biocon.2020.108520
Fletcher, R., Dressler, W., Büscher, B., and Anderson, Z. R. (2016). Questioning
REDD+ and the future of market-based conservation. Conserv. Biol. 30, 673–
675. doi: 10.1111/cobi.12680
Franks, P., and Schreckenberg, K. (2016). Advancing Equity in Protected Area
Conservation. London: IIED.
Fraser, N. (1998). Social justice in the age of identity politics: redistribution,
recognition, and participation. Tann. Lect. Hum. Values 19, 2–67.
Friedlander, A. M., Shackeroff, J. M., and Kittinger, J. N. (2013). Customary
marine resource knowledge and use in contemporary Hawai’i. Pac. Sci. 67,
441–460.
Friedman, R. S., Law, E. A., Bennett, N. J., Ives, C. D., Thorn, J. P. R., and Wilson,
K. A. (2018). How just and just how? A systematic review of social equity in
conservation research. Environ. Res. Lett. 13:053001. doi: 10.1088/1748-9326/
aabcde
Garnett, S. T., Burgess, N. D., Fa, J. E., Fernández-Llamazares, Á, Molnár, Z.,
Robinson, C. J., et al. (2018). A spatial overview of the global importance
of Indigenous lands for conservation. Nat. Sustain. 1, 369–374. doi: 10.1038/
s41893-018-0100-6
Gee, K., Kannen, A., Adlam, R., Brooks, C., Chapman, M., Cormier, R., et al. (2017).
Identifying culturally significant areas for marine spatial planning. Ocean Coast.
Manag. 136, 139–147. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2016.11.026
Gill, D. A., Cheng, S. H., Glew, L., Aigner, E., Bennett, N. J., and Mascia,
M. B. (2019). Social synergies, tradeoffs, and equity in marine conservation
impacts. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 44, 347–372. doi: 10.1146/annurev-
environ-110718-032344
Gill, D. A., Mascia, M. B., Ahmadia, G. N., Glew, L., Lester, S. E., Barnes, M., et al.
(2017). Capacity shortfalls hinder the performance of marine protected areas
globally. Nature 543, 665–669. doi: 10.1038/nature21708
Govan, H., Tawake, A., Tabunakawai, K., Jenkins, A., Lasgorceix, A., Schwarz,
A. M., et al. (2009). Status and Potential of Locally-Managed Marine
Areas in the South Pacific: Meeting Nature Conservation and Sustainable
Livelihood Targets Through Wide-Spread Implementation of LMMAs. Suva:
SPREP/WWF/WorldFish-Reefbase/CRISP.
Greiber, T., Janki, M., and Orellana, M. A. (2009). Conservation With Justice: A
Rights-Based Approach. Gland: IUCN.
Griffin, C. J., Jones, R., and Robertson, I. J. M. (eds) (2019). Moral Ecologies:
Histories of Conservation, Dispossession and Resistance. Cham: Springer
International Publishing. doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-06112-8
Guerrero, A. M., Bodin, Ö, McAllister, R. R. J., and Wilson, K. A. (2015). Achieving
social-ecological fit through bottom-up collaborative governance: an empirical
investigation. Ecol. Soc. 20:41. doi: 10.5751/ES-08035-200441
Guidetti, P., and Claudet, J. (2010). Comanagement practices enhance fisheries in
marine protected areas. Conserv. Biol. 24, 312–318.
Gurney, G. G., Mangubhai, S., Fox, M., Kiatkoski Kim, M., and Agrawal, A. (2021).
Equity in environmental governance: perceived fairness of distributional justice
principles in marine co-management. Environ. Sci. Policy 124, 23–32. doi: 10.
1016/j.envsci.2021.05.022
Hagerman, S. M., and Pelai, R. (2016). ‘As far as possible and as appropriate’:
implementing the aichi biodiversity targets. Conserv. Lett. 9, 469–478. doi:
10.1111/conl.12290
Halpern, B. S., Klein, C. J., Brown, C. J., Beger, M., Grantham, H. S., Mangubhai,
S., et al. (2013). Achieving the triple bottom line in the face of inherent trade-
offs among social equity, economic return, and conservation. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci.U.S.A. 110, 6229–6234. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1217689110
Hilborn, R. (2016). Policy: marine biodiversity needs more than protection. Nat.
News 535:224. doi: 10.1038/535224a
Hughes, R., and Flintan, F. (2001). Integrating Conservation and Development
Experience: A Review and Bibliography of the ICDP Literature. London: IIED.
ICCA (2013). Home. Indigeous Peoples Community Conserv. Areas Territ. Available
online at: http://www.iccaforum.org/ (accessed December 2, 2013).
IIED (2016). Conservation Initiative on Human Rights. Int. Inst. Environ. Dev.
Available online at: http://www.iied.org/conservation-initiative-human-rights
(accessed November 13, 2015).
IPBES (2019). Summary for Policymakers of the Global Assessment
Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services of the Intergovernmental
Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. Bonn:
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Services.
IUCN (2019). An Introduction to the IUCN Natural Resource
Governance Framework. Commission on Ecological, Economic and
Social Policy. Gland: International Union for the Conservaiton
of Nature.
Johannes, R. E. (2002). The renaissance of community-based marine resource
management in oceania. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 33, 317–340. doi: 10.1146/
annurev.ecolsys.33.010802.150524
Jonas, H. D., Ahmadia, G. N., Bingham, H. C., Butchart, S. H. M., Cariño, J.,
Chassot, O., et al. (2021). Equitable and effective area-based conservation:
towards the conserved areas paradigm. Parks 27, 71–84.
Jupiter, S. (2017). Culture, kastom and conservation in Melanesia: what happens
when worldviews collide? Pac. Conserv. Biol. 23, 139–145. doi: 10.1071/
PC16031
Jupiter, S. D., Cohen, P. J., Weeks, R., Tawake, A., and Govan, H. (2014). Locally-
managed marine areas: multiple objectives and diverse strategies. Pac. Conserv.
Biol. 20, 165–179.
Frontiers in Marine Science | www.frontiersin.org 11 July 2021 | Volume 8 | Article 711538
fmars-08-711538 July 30, 2021 Time: 12:38 # 12
Bennett et al. Social Equity in Marine Conservation
Kamat, V. R. (2018). Dispossession and disenchantment: the micropolitics of
marine conservation in southeastern Tanzania. Mar. Policy 88, 261–268. doi:
10.1016/j.marpol.2017.12.002
Kaplan-Hallam, M., and Bennett, N. J. (2018). Adaptive social impact management
for conservation and environmental management. Conserv. Biol. 32, 304–314.
doi: 10.1111/cobi.12985
Kawaka, J. A., Samoilys, M. A., Murunga, M., Church, J., Abunge, C., and Maina,
G. W. (2017). Developing locally managed marine areas: lessons learnt from
Kenya. Ocean Coast. Manag. 135, 1–10. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2016.10.013
Kleiber, D., Harris, L., and Vincent, A. C. J. (2018). Gender and marine protected
areas: a case study of Danajon Bank, Philippines. Marit. Stud. 17, 163–175.
doi: 10.1007/s40152-018-0107-7
Kockel, A., Ban, N. C., Costa, M., and Dearden, P. (2019). Evaluating approaches
for scaling up community-based marine protected areas into socially equitable
and ecologically representative networks. Conserv. Biol. 34, 137–147. doi: 10.
1111/cobi.13368
Lau, J. D. (2020). Three lessons for gender equity in biodiversity conservation.
Conserv. Biol. 34, 1589–1591. doi: 10.1111/cobi.13487
Leach, M., Reyers, B., Bai, X., Brondizio, E. S., Cook, C., Díaz, S., et al. (2018). Equity
and sustainability in the anthropocene: a social–ecological systems perspective
on their intertwined futures. Glob. Sustain. 1:e13. doi: 10.1017/sus.2018.12
Leisher, C., Temsah, G., Booker, F., Day, M., Samberg, L., Prosnitz, D., et al. (2016).
Does the gender composition of forest and fishery management groups affect
resource governance and conservation outcomes? A systematic map. Environ.
Evid. 5, 1–10. doi: 10.1186/s13750-016-0057-8
Lockwood, M. (2010). Good governance for terrestrial protected areas: a
framework, principles and performance outcomes. J. Environ. Manage. 91,
754–766. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.10.005
Mangubhai, S., Erdmann, M. V., Wilson, J. R., Huffard, C. L., Ballamu, F., Hidayat,
N. I., et al. (2012). Papuan bird’s head seascape: emerging threats and challenges
in the global center of marine biodiversity. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 64, 2279–2295.
doi: 10.1016/j.marpolbul.2012.07.024
Mangubhai, S., and Lawless, S. (2021). Exploring gender inclusion in small-scale
fisheries management and development in Melanesia. Mar. Policy 123:104287.
doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104287
Mangubhai, S., Saleh, M., Yitno, S., Muljadi, A., Purwanto, P., Rhodes, K. L., et al.
(2011). Do not stop: the importance of seamless monitoring and enforcement
in an Indonesian marine protected area. J. Mar. Biol. 2011, 1–11. doi: 10.1155/
2011/501465
Mangubhai, S., Sykes, H., Manley, M., Vukikomoala, K., and Beattie, M. (2020).
Contributions of tourism-based marine conservation agreements to natural
resource management in Fiji. Ecol. Econ. 171:106607. doi: 10.1016/j.ecolecon.
2020.106607
Mangubhai, S., Wilson, J. R., Rumetna, L., Maturbongs, Y., and Purwanto. (2015).
Explicitly incorporating socioeconomic criteria and data into marine protected
area zoning. Ocean Coast. Manag. 116, 523–529. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.
2015.08.018
Martin, A., Coolsaet, B., Corbera, E., Dawson, N. M., Fraser, J. A., Lehmann, I.,
et al. (2016). Justice and conservation: the need to incorporate recognition. Biol.
Conserv. 197, 254–261. doi: 10.1016/j.biocon.2016.03.021
Mascia, M. B., Claus, C. A., and Naidoo, R. (2010). Impacts of marine protected
areas on fishing communities. Conserv. Biol. 24, 1424–1429. doi: 10.1111/j.
1523-1739.2010.01523.x
Mathews, D. L., and Turner, N. J. (2017). “Ocean cultures: northwest coast
ecosystems and indigenous management systems,” in Conservation for the
Anthropocene Ocean, eds P. S. Levin and M. R. Poe (Cambridge, MA: Academic
Press), 169–206. doi: 10.1016/B978-0-12-805375-1.00009-X
Matsue, N., Daw, T., and Garrett, L. (2014). Women fish traders on the kenyan
coast: livelihoods, bargaining power, and participation in management. Coast.
Manag. 42, 531–554. doi: 10.1080/08920753.2014.964819
McDermott, M., Mahanty, S., and Schreckenberg, K. (2013). Examining equity: a
multidimensional framework for assessing equity in payments for ecosystem
services. Environ. Sci. Policy 33, 416–427. doi: 10.1016/j.envsci.2012.10.006
Miller, D. (1999). Principles of Social Justice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.
Montero-Serra, I., Linares, C., Doak, D. F., Ledoux, J. B., and Garrabou, J. (2018).
Strong linkages between depth, longevity and demographic stability across
marine sessile species. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 285:20172688. doi: 10.1098/rspb.
2017.2688
Moreaux, C., Zafra-Calvo, N., Vansteelant, N. G., Wicander, S., and Burgess, N. D.
(2018). Can existing assessment tools be used to track equity in protected area
management under aichi target 11? Biol. Conserv. 224, 242–247. doi: 10.1016/j.
biocon.2018.06.005
Muhl, E.-K., and Sowman, M. (2020). Rights, resources, rezoning and the
challenges of governance in South Africa’s oldest marine protected area.
Conserv. Soc. 18, 366–377.
Musavengane, R., and Leonard, L. (2019). When race and social equity matters
in nature conservation in post-apartheid South Africa. Conserv. Soc. 17:135.
doi: 10.4103/cs.cs_18_23
Oldekop, J. A., Holmes, G., Harris, W. E., and Evans, K. L. (2015). A global
assessment of the social and conservation outcomes of protected areas. Conserv.
Biol. 30, 133–141. doi: 10.1111/cobi.12568
Ovando, D., Dougherty, D., and Wilson, J. R. (2016). Market and design solutions
to the short-term economic impacts of marine reserves. Fish Fish. 17, 939–954.
doi: 10.1111/faf.12153
Pascual, U., Phelps, J., Garmendia, E., Brown, K., Corbera, E., Martin, A., et al.
(2014). Social equity matters in payments for ecosystem services. BioScience 64,
1027–1036. doi: 10.1093/biosci/biu146
Pendleton, L. H., Ahmadia, G. N., Browman, H. I., Thurstan, R. H., Kaplan, D. M.,
and Bartolino, V. (2018). Debating the effectiveness of marine protected areas.
ICES J. Mar. Sci. 75, 1156–1159. doi: 10.1093/icesjms/fsx154
Pimm, S. L., Jenkins, C. N., and Li, B. V. (2018). How to protect half of earth
to ensure it protects sufficient biodiversity. Sci. Adv. 4:eaat2616. doi: 10.1126/
sciadv.aat2616
Poe, M. R., Norman, K. C., and Levin, P. S. (2014). Cultural dimensions
of socioecological systems: key connections and guiding principles for
conservation in coastal environments: cultural dimensions of coastal
conservation. Conserv. Lett. 7, 166–175. doi: 10.1111/conl.2068
Pomeroy, R. S., Parks, J. E., and Watson, L. M. (2004). How is your MPA doing?:
A Guidebook of Natural and Social Indicators for Evaluating Marine Protected
Area Management Effectiveness. Gland: IUCN.
Porten, S. V. D., Ota, Y., Cisneros-Montemayor, A., and Pictou, S. (2019). The role
of indigenous resurgence in marine conservation. Coast. Manag. 47, 527–547.
doi: 10.1080/08920753.2019.1669099
Rakotomahazo, C., Ravaoarinorotsihoarana, L. A., Randrianandrasaziky, D., Glass,
L., Gough, C., Boleslas Todinanahary, G. G., et al. (2019). Participatory
planning of a community-based payments for ecosystem services initiative
in Madagascar’s mangroves. Ocean Coast. Manag. 175, 43–52. doi: 10.1016/j.
ocecoaman.2019.03.014
Rasheed, A. R. (2020). Marine protected areas and human well-being–a systematic
review and recommendations. Ecosyst. Serv. 41:101048. doi: 10.1016/j.ecoser.
2019.101048
Rocliffe, S., Peabody, S., Samoilys, M., and Hawkins, J. P. (2014). Towards a
network of locally managed marine areas (LMMAs) in the western Indian
Ocean. PLoS One 9:e103000. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0103000
Sand, P. H. (2012). Fortress conservation trumps human rights? the “marine
protected area” in the Chagos Archipelago. J. Environ. Dev. 21, 36–39. doi:
10.1177/1070496511435666
Sandlos, J. (2007). Hunters at the Margin: Native People and Wildlife Conservation
in the Northwest Territories. Vancouver, VBC: UBC Press.
Schleicher, J., Zaehringer, J. G., Fastré, C., Vira, B., Visconti, P., and Sandbrook, C.
(2019). Protecting half of the planet could directly affect over one billion people.
Nat. Sustain. 2, 1094–1096. doi: 10.1038/s41893-019-0423-y
Schlosberg, D. (2009). Defining Environmental Justice: Theories, Movements, and
Nature. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
Schreckenberg, K., Franks, P., Martin, A., and Lang, B. (2016). Unpacking equity
for protected area conservation. Parks 22, 11–26.
Schuhmann, P. W., Skeete, R., Waite, R., Lorde, T., Bangwayo-Skeete, P.,
Oxenford, H. A., et al. (2019). Visitors’ willingness to pay marine conservation
fees in Barbados. Tour. Manag. 71, 315–326. doi: 10.1016/j.tourman.2018.10.
011
Sikor, T., Martin, A., Fisher, J., and He, J. (2014). Toward an empirical analysis of
justice in ecosystem governance: justice in ecosystem governance. Conserv. Lett.
7, 524–532. doi: 10.1111/conl.12142
Frontiers in Marine Science | www.frontiersin.org 12 July 2021 | Volume 8 | Article 711538
fmars-08-711538 July 30, 2021 Time: 12:38 # 13
Bennett et al. Social Equity in Marine Conservation
Sowman, M., Hauck, M., van Sittert, L., and Sunde, J. (2011). Marine protected area
management in South Africa: new policies, old paradigms. Environ. Manage. 47,
573–583. doi: 10.1007/s00267-010-9499-x
Sowman, M., and Sunde, J. (2018). Social impacts of marine protected areas
in South Africa on coastal fishing communities. Ocean Coast. Manag. 157,
168–179. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2018.02.013
Spalding, M., Meliane, I., Bennett, N., Dearden, P., Pawan, P., and Brumbaugh,
R. (2016). Building towards the marine conservation end-game: consolidating
the role of MPAs in a future ocean. Aquat. Conserv. Mar. Freshw. Ecosyst. 26,
185–199.
Stefanoudis, P. V., Licuanan, W. Y., Morrison, T. H., Talma, S., Veitayaki, J., and
Woodall, L. C. (2021). Turning the tide of parachute science. Curr. Biol. 31,
R184–R185. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2021.01.029
Stevens, S. (2014). Indigenous Peoples, National Parks, and Protected Areas: A New
Paradigm Linking Conservation, Culture, and Rights. Tucson, ARI: University of
Arizona Press.
Ulloa, A. (2017). Perspectives of environmental justice from indigenous peoples of
Latin America: a relational indigenous environmental justice. Environ. Justice
10, 175–180. doi: 10.1089/env.2017.0017
UNECE (1998). Aarhus Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation
in Decision-Making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters. Aarhus:
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe.
United Nations (1948). The Universal Declaration of Human Rights. United
Nations. Available online at: http://www.un.org/en/documents/udhr/ (accessed
October 27, 2015).
United Nations (2007). United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples. Washington, DC: United Nations.
United Nations (2015). Sustainable Development Goals. New York, NY: United
Nations.
Vanclay, F. (2002). Conceptualising social impacts. Environ. Impact Assess. Rev. 22,
183–211. doi: 10.1016/S0195-9255(01)00105-6
Vierros, M., Tawake, A., Hickey, F., Tiraa, A., and Noa, R. (2010). Traditional
Marine Management Areas of the Pacific in the Context of National and
International Law and Policy. Darwin, Australia: United Nations University -
Traditional Knowledge Initiative.
Walker, G. (2012). Environmental Justice: Concepts, Evidence and Politics.
New York, NY: Routledge.
Wallace, K. J., Kim, M. K., Rogers, A., and Jago, M. (2020). Classifying
human wellbeing values for planning the conservation and use of natural
resources. J. Environ. Manage. 256:109955. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.
109955
Weeks, R., and Jupiter, S. D. (2013). Adaptive comanagement of a marine
protected area network in Fiji. Conserv. Biol. 27, 1234–1244. doi: 10.1111/cobi.
12153
West, P. (2006). Conservation is our Government now: The Politics of Ecology in
Papua New Guinea. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.
West, P., and Brockington, D. (2006). An anthropological perspective on some
unexpected consequences of protected areas. Conserv. Biol. 20, 609–616. doi:
10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00432.x
West, P., Igoe, J., and Brockington, D. (2006). Parks and peoples: the social impact
of protected areas. Annu. Rev. Anthropol. 35, 251–277. doi: 10.1146/annurev.
anthro.35.081705.123308
White, A. T., Aliño, P. M., Cros, A., Fatan, N. A., Green, A. L., Teoh, S. J.,
et al. (2014). Marine protected areas in the coral triangle: progress, issues, and
options. Coast. Manag. 42, 87–106. doi: 10.1080/08920753.2014.878177
White, A. T., Eisma-Osorio, R.-L., and Green, S. J. (2005). Integrated coastal
management and marine protected areas: complementarity in the Philippines.
Ocean Coast. Manag. 48, 948–971. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2005.03.006
Wilson, E. O. (2016). Half-Earth: Our Planet’s Fight for Life. New York, NY: W. W.
Norton & Company.
WWF (2019). Environmental and Social Safeguards Framework (ESSF). Gland:
WWF–World Wildlife Fund for Nature.
Zafra-Calvo, N., Garmendia, E., Pascual, U., Palomo, I., Gross-Camp, N.,
Brockington, D., et al. (2019). Progress toward equitably managed protected
areas in aichi target 11: a global survey. BioScience 69, 191–197. doi: 10.1093/
biosci/biy143
Zafra-Calvo, N., Pascual, U., Brockington, D., Coolsaet, B., Cortes-Vazquez, J. A.,
Gross-Camp, N., et al. (2017). Towards an indicator system to assess equitable
management in protected areas. Biol. Conserv. 211(Pt A), 134–141. doi: 10.
1016/j.biocon.2017.05.014
Conflict of Interest: LM was employed by CEA Consulting. AWh was employed
by Tetra Tech, Inc.
The remaining authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of
any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential
conflict of interest.
Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of
the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in
this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.
Copyright © 2021 Bennett, Katz, Yadao-Evans, Ahmadia, Atkinson, Ban, Dawson, de
Vos, Fitzpatrick, Gill, Imirizaldu, Lewis, Mangubhai, Meth, Muhl, Obura, Spalding,
Villagomez, Wagner, White and Wilhelm. This is an open-access article distributed
under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use,
distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original
author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication
in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use,
distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.
Frontiers in Marine Science | www.frontiersin.org 13 July 2021 | Volume 8 | Article 711538
